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Abstract 
 
This study compared two popular measures of cognitive ability for preschool children. 
The Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence – Third Edition (WPPSI-III) 
and the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale – Fifth Edition (SB5) were administered in a 
counterbalanced order to 36 typically developing 4-year-old children. There were 
significant correlations among all WPPSI-III and SB5 composite scores but a small 
number of children had notable differences between their scores on the two measures. 
Children tended to prefer the SB5 over the WPPSI-III. Implications for practitioners who 
assess preschool-aged children are discussed. 
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To WPPSI or to Binet, that is the question: 
A comparison of the WPPSI-III and SB5 with typically-developing preschoolers 
 
Over the past 50 years, research about the importance of early experiences for later 
development has led to a more intense focus on early childhood development and early 
intervention (Ford & Dahinten, 2005; Nagle, 2007). With dramatic increases in 
government funding and initiatives, as well as the availability of more effective 
interventions for preschool children, early identification of developmental delays or 
difficulties is now considered a priority (Ford & Dahinten, 2005; Nagle, 2007). Measures 
of cognitive ability are often an integral component of preschool assessment (Ford & 
Dahinten, 2005; Nagle, 2007).  
The Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI) and the Stanford-
Binet (SB) represent two of the most popular, widely-used, and well-validated, cognitive 
assessments available for preschool children (Ford & Dahinten, 2005, Sattler, 2008). 
While both measures have been recently revised, no comparison studies have yet been 
published. Literature comparing previous editions of these instruments is summarised in 
Table 1. As evident from this summary, most comparative studies were completed in the 
1970s with fewer published since that time. In general, moderate to high correlations 
have been found between overall composite scores but a number of differences have also 
been identified.  
[Insert Table 1 about here] 
Several studies found that children obtain significantly higher scores on the Stanford-
Binet, with examiners reporting frequent switching of materials, briefer verbal demands, 
less apparent failure experiences and more colourful and entertaining stimuli as possible 
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reasons (Fagan, Broughton, Allen, Clark & Emerson, 1969; McCrowell & Nagle, 1994; 
Oakland, King, White & Eckman, 1971; Pasewark, Rardin & Grice, 1971; Prosser & 
Crawford, 1971). Fagan et al. (1969) argued that due to children’s greater enjoyment of 
Stanford-Binet tasks, examiners found it easier to build rapport and were more inclined to 
accept the results of this measure over the WPPSI. By contrast, Carvajal et al. (1991) and 
Sewell (1977) found that the WPPSI yielded significantly higher composite scores. 
Over the years, these comparative studies have led to some controversy about whether 
the WPPSI and Stanford-Binet can be used interchangeably as a measure of intelligence 
in preschool children. Some authors have suggested that the high correlations between 
composite scores reflect the measurement of similar underlying constructs and therefore 
it does not matter which test is administered (Carvajal et al., 1991; Gerken & Hodapp, 
1992; McCrowell & Nagle, 1994). Others have disagreed, arguing that for some groups 
of children choice of instrument is a crucial decision (Oakland et al., 1971; Prosser & 
Crawford, 1971; Sewell, 1977). 
Almost all of these studies have reported only group data. With the exception of a 
paper which mentioned briefly that one child in the sample received different 
classifications under the two instruments (Gerken & Hodapp, 1992), no information has 
been offered about the number of individual participants, if any, who had notable 
differences between their WPPSI and Stanford-Binet composite scores. As highlighted by 
Gerken & Hodapp, large differences in scores have significant implications because 
children may receive different classifications depending on which instrument is 
administered.  
The WPPSI and Stanford-Binet are now in their third and fifth editions, respectively, 
and substantial changes have been made to both instruments in the most recent revisions. 
For the WPPSI-III, five subtests (Mazes, Sentences, Arithmetic, Geometric Design, and 
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Animal Pegs) were removed and seven new subtests (Matrix Reasoning, Picture 
Concepts, Coding, Symbol Search, Receptive Vocabulary, Picture Naming, and Word 
Reasoning) were added, based on contemporary theories of the structure of intelligence 
(Coalson & Spruill, 2007; Wechsler, 2004). The SB5 has also undergone substantial 
restructuring, with three composite scores (Full Scale IQ, Verbal IQ, and Nonverbal IQ) 
and five factor scores (Fluid Reasoning, Knowledge, Quantitative Reasoning, Visual-
Spatial Processing, and Working Memory) replacing the SB-IV’s test composite score 
and four factor scores (Alfonso & Flanagan, 2007; Roid, 2003a). 
Both revised instruments report good reliability coefficients for all subtests and 
composite scores. The reliability coefficients of the WPPSI-III (Australian) range from 
.79 (Block Design, Object Assembly) to .91 (Similarities) for subtests and from .89 
(Processing Speed) to .94 (Full Scale IQ) for composite scores (Wechsler, 2004), while 
reliability coefficients on the SB5 range from .84 (Working Memory – Verbal) to .89 
(Knowledge – Verbal) for subtests, .90 (Fluid Reasoning) to .92 (Knowledge, 
Quantitative Reasoning, Visual-Spatial Processing) for factor scores, and from .95 
(Nonverbal IQ) to .98 (Full Scale IQ) for composite scores (Roid, 2003b). Test-retest and 
inter-scorer reliability estimates for both the WPPSI-III and SB5 also show good 
evidence of stability and consistency of scores for preschool children (Roid, 2003b; 
Wechsler, 2002). Both instruments have reported evidence of adequate content, criterion 
and concurrent validity (Roid, 2003b; Wechsler, 2002, 2004). 
Potential advantages of the WPPSI-III over the SB5 include the shorter administration 
time (Coalson & Spruill, 2007; Lichtenberger & Kaufman, 2004; Wechsler, 2002) and 
the availability of Australian norms, a fact that often seems to tip the scales in favour of 
its use in the Australian context. Advantages of the SB5 over the WPPSI-III include the 
child-friendly toys and novel stimuli, briefer item sets, extended floors and ceilings, and 
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the duplication of five factor subtests across both verbal and nonverbal domains (Alfonso 
& Flanagan, 2007; Roid, 2003a; Roid & Barram, 2004).  
Given the frequent inclusion of intellectual assessments within preschool test 
batteries, and the important decisions that are often made on the basis of test results, 
comparative studies of the most recent revisions of the WPPSI and SB are needed. Such 
research not only provides practitioners with the necessary evidence base for making 
informed choices between the two instruments, but also stimulates practitioners to reflect 
on the interpretations they make about results from a single test of intelligence, 
irrespective of which test is selected. Thus, the purpose of the current study was to obtain 
comparative data from administrations of the WPPSI-III and SB5 in a sample of typically 
developing preschool children, with the goal of providing information to guide and 
promote effective preschool assessment practice. 
Method 
 
Participants 
The participants were 36 typically-developing children (16 boys and 20 girls) whose 
ages ranged from 48 to 59 months (M = 53.89; SD = 4.12). All participants were recruited 
through local kindergartens. During an initial phone call to parents who had expressed 
interest in participating in the study, children were screened for any known 
developmental delays or concerns. Parents were promised information about their child’s 
developmental strengths and weaknesses in return for their participation in the study. 
Three sets of fraternal twins were included as individual participants in the study. With 
the exception of one girl of Indian descent and one boy of Asian descent, all children 
were described as Caucasian.  
Measures 
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Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence – Third Edition, Australian 
Standardised Edition (WPPSI-III Australian) is an assessment of cognitive abilities for 
children aged 2 years, 6 months to 7 years, 3 months that is individually administered. 
The measure yields three main composite scores: Full Scale IQ (FSIQ), Performance IQ 
(PIQ) and Verbal IQ (VIQ), as well as two additional composite scores: Processing Speed 
Quotient (PSQ) and General Language Composite (GLC). All composite scores have a 
mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. 
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale – Fifth Edition (SB5) is an individually administered 
assessment of cognitive abilities for individuals aged 2 to 85+ years. This measure yields 
three composite scores: Full Scale (FSIQ), Nonverbal (NVIQ) and Verbal (VIQ), and five 
factor scores: Fluid Reasoning (FR), Knowledge (KN), Quantitative Reasoning (QR), 
Visual-Spatial Processing (VS) and Working Memory (WM) scores. All composite and 
factor scores have a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15.  
Post-assessment ratings were completed after both test administrations. First, children 
identified their favourite subtest and, after the second session, their preferred assessment 
instrument. Second, following each session, the examiner completed a set of ratings, each 
on a 5-point scale. Items were derived from the Behaviour and Attitude Checklist (Sattler, 
2001) as well as the Bayley Scales of Infant Development (2nd Ed.): Behaviour Rating 
Scale, and included ease, flow and pace of administration, testing environment, 
establishment of rapport, and child characteristics such as cooperativeness, attention, 
persistence, interest in materials, comfort in the testing situation, engagement and 
frustration with inability to complete tasks.  
Procedure 
On arrival at the university laboratory, children were invited to do some activities, 
games and puzzles. The WPPSI-III and SB5 were administered by the same examiner in 
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a counterbalanced order in two separate sessions. The time between the first and second 
session ranged from 1 day to 14 days (M = 7.81).   
On the SB5, participants completed all age-appropriate subtests according to the 
standardised procedures set out in the manual. The total administration time, including 
breaks, for this measure ranged from 60 to 110 minutes (M = 77.50; SD = 13.65). 
On the WPPSI-III, seven core subtests and three supplemental subtests (Symbol 
Search, Receptive Vocabulary, and Picture Naming) were administered to all participants. 
These three supplemental subtests were chosen because they enabled the calculation of 
additional composite scores: Processing Speed (PSQ) and General Language (GLC). In 
order to minimise session times and maintain full attention throughout, the four additional 
WPPSI supplemental subtests (Comprehension, Picture Completion, Similarities, and 
Object Assembly) were not administered. The total administration time, including breaks, 
for this measure ranged from 45 – 125 minutes (M = 72.92; SD = 16.96). 
Results 
Comparison of WPPSI-III and SB5 Composite, Factor and Subtest scores 
Prior to any major analyses being conducted, the means and standard deviations of all 
three major composite scores for each measure were calculated. As shown in Table 2, the 
SB5 FSIQ and NVIQ composite scores were slightly higher than the WPPSI-III FSIQ and 
PIQ scores, respectively; however, these differences were not significant. 
[Insert Table 2 about here] 
Relationships among WPPSI-III and SB5 composite scores were investigated using 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients. There were moderate to strong 
correlations between FSIQ scores (r = .79, p < .001), VIQs (r = .82, p < .001), and 
PIQ/NVIQ (r = .59, p < .001). However, the correlation of SB5 NVIQ was slightly higher 
with WPPSI-III VIQ (r = .66, p < .001) than with WPPSI-III PIQ. As shown in Table 3, 
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there were moderate to strong correlations among all WPPSI-III and SB5 composite and 
factor scores.  
[Insert Table 3 about here] 
Practice effects 
Independent-samples t-tests were conducted in order to assess whether order of 
administration affected WPPSI-III or SB5 composite scores. Results of this analysis 
found that order of administration had no significant impact. 
Instrument Preference 
Immediately following the second session, participants were asked which assessment 
instrument they preferred. Almost 70% of children preferred the SB5. In order to rule out 
order effects, a chi-square test for independence was performed. Results of this analysis 
found no significant relationship between order of administration and instrument 
preference. Independent-samples t-tests also showed that instrument preference had no 
significant impact on WPPSI-III or SB5 composite scores. 
Post-Assessment Ratings  
Paired-sample t-tests were conducted to determine whether there were any significant 
differences between examiner ratings on the two assessments. Children were rated as 
significantly more interested in the SB5 (M = 4.14, SD = 0.64) than the WPPSI-III 
materials (M = 3.64, SD =0.93), t(35) = 3.00, p < .01, and significantly more persistent on 
the SB5 (M = 3.94, SD = 0.58) than the WPPSI-III (M = 3.67, SD = 0.79), t(35) = 2.14, p 
< .05. There were no significant differences on the other ratings. 
Pearson product-moment correlations were also conducted to assess whether any 
relationship existed between these ratings and WPPSI-III or SB5 composite scores. There 
were moderate correlations of SB5 FSIQ with SB5 Engagement (r = .53, p < .001) and 
WPPSI-III and SB5 Comparison      
 
10
SB5 Comfort (r = .44, p < .01). No significant associations were identified between any 
of the WPPSI-III examiner ratings and the WPPSI-III FSIQ. 
Gender Differences 
Independent-samples t-tests showed no significant gender differences on any of the 
major composite scores for the WPPSI-III or SB5. Results of additional analyses also 
identified no significant gender differences on length of assessment, instrument 
preference, or any of the post-assessment ratings completed by the examiner. 
Within-Group Differences 
Within-Group differences were analysed by exploring the score differences between 
individual participants’ WPPSI-III and SB5 FSIQ scores. Table 4 shows the distribution 
of FSIQ scores broken down into 10-point bands, with the number of children whose 
scores fell within those bands on the two instruments. Score differences for each 
individual child are provided in Table 5. Eight children (22% of the sample) had a FSIQ 
difference between the two instruments of 10 or more points. An analysis of the other 
major composite scores found that seven children (19%) had at least a 10 point difference 
between their WPPSI-III and SB5 VIQs, with the greatest discrepancies being 19 and 22 
points. There were 17 children (47%) with differences of 10 or more points between the 
WPPSI-III PIQ and SB5 NVIQ composite scores, including 10 children (28%) whose 
WPPSI-III PIQ and SB5 NVIQ scores differed by 15 to 35 points. For those with 
substantial differences (10+ points), the assessment instrument that provided the higher 
score is also shown in Table 5. Higher scores were not consistently associated with one or 
other of the instruments. 
[Insert Table 4 about here] 
[Insert Table 5 about here] 
Discussion 
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The findings from this comparative study provide evidence of strong relationships 
between the WPPSI-III and SB5 tests of intelligence in a sample of typically developing 
4-year-old children, as well as notable discrepancies in the scores of some individual 
children. The correlation of Full Scale composite scores is similar to those reported for 
earlier versions of these two instruments. Unlike many previous studies, however, there 
are no significant differences between the composite scores on each measure.  
Due to the changed structure of the SB5, it is now possible to make direct 
comparisons of verbal and nonverbal composite scores on the two instruments. Although 
these correlations are significant, the two verbal composites are more strongly related 
than are the two nonverbal scores and, surprisingly, the relationship of the SB5 nonverbal 
score is slightly stronger with the WPPSI-III verbal than nonverbal composite. As these 
scores are new additions to the SB5, it is not possible to compare this finding with 
previous research; however, several researchers have found the Stanford-Binet test 
composite to be more highly correlated with the WPPSI verbal composite than with the 
nonverbal composite score (Oakland et al., 1971; Pasewark et al., 1971; Prosser & 
Crawford, 1971; Sewell, 1977), and this finding is also evident in the present study.  It is 
possible that the SB5 nonverbal subtests place more verbal demands on children than do 
the WPPSI-III nonverbal subtests, a conclusion that would have implications for the 
selection of an instrument to assess children who have speech and language impairments 
or English as a second language.  
While it is reassuring to find that the WPPSI-III and SB5 composite scores are 
strongly correlated and do not differ significantly, the group results mask the fact that 
some individual children were found to have quite large differences between their scores 
on the two instruments. The discrepancies were as high as 19 and 22 points on the verbal 
scales, and 20 and 35 points on the nonverbal scales. Two children had at least 10 point 
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differences between their scores on the two instruments for both verbal and nonverbal 
scales, and these resulted in 16 point discrepancies in overall IQ. Only 14 of the 36 
children had fewer than 10 points between their WPPSI – SB scores on all three 
composites.  Intriguingly, the differences do not favour one instrument over the other and, 
despite careful scrutiny of the protocols and behavioural ratings, no obvious reasons for 
sizeable differences in scores can be identified. Neither preference for instrument nor 
order of assessment was relevant.  
A likely explanation for some of the inconsistencies is the fact that young children’s 
performance generally shows considerable variability over even short periods of time 
(Bracken & Walker, 1997; Nagle, 2007). It would be interesting to know whether 
comparative studies of older children reveal similarly discrepant scores for some 
participants, and it would be particularly valuable to examine test results for a cohort of 
young children longitudinally, to examine the stability of scores across the two measures 
over time. Examiner observations show that many children appeared to be more 
comfortable, confident or focussed at the second session. For some, this change in 
behaviour may have been accompanied by improvements in performance, while for 
others, greater comfort may have led them to push the limits behaviourally, with 
associated decreases in test performance. Thus, the failure to identify a common pattern 
in relation to discrepant scores may be due to the fact that inconsistencies in test 
performance across the two sessions occurred for different reasons in different children. 
Interestingly, more children had discrepancies between the two nonverbal composites 
(almost half the sample) and these discrepancies were considerably larger (20 and 35 
points in the most extreme cases) than for the verbal scales, suggesting that the WPPSI-
III and SB5 nonverbal scales measure somewhat different underlying constructs. 
Although some nonverbal subscales are similar on the two instruments (e.g., matrices), 
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the SB5 includes nonverbal measures of working memory and quantitative reasoning. In 
addition, as mentioned earlier, the SB5 nonverbal scale appears to involve more verbal 
demands than does the WPPSI-III’s nonverbal scale.  
It seems to be a generally accepted practice to use one instrument as an alternative 
measure of intellectual ability if results on the other test are spoiled or uninterpretable for 
whatever reason, or if re-testing is required within a short period of time. It cannot be 
presumed, however, that there are no practice effects from one instrument to the other, 
even though the results of the current study show no order effects. An important 
implication of these results, particularly for practitioners who seek to monitor 
intervention effects annually through the alternating use of WPPSI-III and SB5 test 
scores, is that caution is needed when interpreting substantial decreases or increases in 
scores for young children. 
Consistent with the findings of an early comparative study by Fagan et al. (1969), 
children in the current study clearly preferred the SB5 over the WPPSI-III, perhaps 
because the SB5 includes a greater number of familiar, attractive and engaging toys and 
activities. In addition, SB5 item sets are relatively short which may help to maintain 
young children’s interest. Contrary to expectations, however, children’s scores were not 
higher on their preferred instrument. Although this finding suggests that child-friendly 
measures have no particular benefits for performance, it is nevertheless likely that there 
are advantages for building rapport with the examiner (Fagan, 1969) which have 
implications for future interactions with the child.  
The present study is limited somewhat by a relatively small sample size, even though 
the number of participants is within the same range as many previous comparative 
studies. A strength of the study is its focus on individual differences within the group 
which revealed some notably discrepant scores. As discussed above, these discrepancies 
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have important implications for the practice of intelligence testing because they show that 
the two instruments are not necessarily interchangeable and highlight the potential 
dangers of relying on one result, obtained from one measure, on a single occasion. 
Clearly, more comparison studies are warranted. It would be valuable to investigate 
variations in scores for older children to determine whether there is greater consistency. 
Children with developmental delays and difficulties comprise the majority of clients 
utilising measures of intellectual ability, but the extent to which the present results can be 
generalised to atypical populations cannot be known. Given the importance of test scores 
for determining eligibility for interventions and services, as well as the potentially 
damaging consequences of misclassification, it is hoped that future research will 
investigate the comparability of the WPPSI-III and SB5 with atypical populations, in 
order to provide practitioners with the necessary evidence base for effective preschool 
assessment.  
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Table 1  
Review of Comparison Literature between the WPPSI and Stanford-Binet 
Author Date Assessments Compared Population Description 
Mc Crowell & Nagle 1994 WPPSI-R & SB:IV Lower SES to Lower-middle class, 
At-risk 
Gerken & Hodapp 1992 WPPSI-R & Stanford-Binet L-M  At-risk 
Carvajal et.al. 1991 WPPSI-R & SB:IV Typically-developing Middle-class 
Wechsler 1989 WPPSI-R & SB:IV Typically-developing Middle-class 
Sewell 1977 WPPSI & Stanford-Binet (1972) Lower SES, Negro 
Oakland, King, White & 
Eckman 
1971 WPPSI & Stanford-Binet L-M Negro Lower SES & Caucasian 
Typically-developing 
Pasewark, Rardin & 
Grice 
1971 WPPSI & Stanford-Binet L-M Lower SES 
Prosser & Crawford 1971 WPPSI & Stanford-Binet L-M Typically-developing Middle-class 
Barclay & Yater 1969 WPPSI & Stanford-Binet L-M  Lower SES 
Fagan, Broughton, Allen, 
Clark, & Emerson 
1969 WPPSI & Stanford-Binet L-M Lower SES 5-year-olds 
 
 
 
 Table 2 
 
Means and Standard Deviations for WPPSI-III & SB5 Composite Scores 
 
  
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
WPPSI-III FSIQ 
 
 
105.44 
 
11.86 
 
79 – 131 
WPPSI-III  PIQ 
 
105.67 12.52 79 – 136 
WPPSI-III VIQ 
 
105.50 10.78 83 – 136 
Stanford-Binet 5 FSIQ 
 
107.33 11.74 83 – 133 
Stanford-Binet 5 NVIQ 
 
109.14 13.05 75 – 140 
Stanford-Binet 5 VIQ 
 
105.25 11.09 86 - 135 
 
 
 
Table 3 
 
WPPSI-III & SB5 Composite and Factor Score Correlations 
 
   
VIQ 
 
PIQ 
WPPSI 
FSIQ 
 
PSQ 
 
GLC 
  
VIQ 
SB5 
NVIQ 
 
FSIQ 
 
FR 
SB5
KN
SB5                      
VIQ .82*** .52*** .75*** .48** .74***      
NVIQ .66*** .59*** .74*** .59*** .61***  .75**    
FSIQ .79*** .59*** .79*** .57*** .71***  .93** .94***    
FR .66*** .53*** .66*** .43** .54**  .86** .78*** .88***   
KN .67*** .47** .66*** .39** .69***  .69** .65*** .71*** .58***  
QR .65*** .43** .63*** .48** .61***  .74** .83*** .84*** .63*** .54**
VS .68*** .55** .70*** .57*** .57***  .78** .83*** .86*** .77*** .53**
WM .62*** .47** .65*** .46** .59***  .79** .78*** .84*** .64*** .49**
WPPSI-
III 
           
PIQ .53**           
FSIQ .84*** .88***          
PSQ .44** .44** .61***         
GLC .73*** .55** .72*** .45**        
 
** p <.01.    *** p <.001. 
 
 
 
Table 4 
Numbers of Participants with WPPSI-III and SB5 FSIQ Scores in the Different Ranges 
 WPPSI-III FSIQ Scores 
 
 
 
 
SB5 
FSIQ 
Scores 
Range 70-
79 
80-
89 
90-
99 
100-
109 
110-
119 
120-
129 
130-
139 
130-
139 
    1  1 
120-
129 
   1  2  
110-
119 
  1 3 3 2  
100-
109 
  3 8 1 1  
90- 
99 
 3 1 2    
80- 
89 
1 1 1     
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Table 5 
Differences between WPPSI-III & SB5 Composite Scores for each Participant 
 
Participant FSIQ  VIQ PIQ/NVIQ 
Difference 
(points) 
Higher 
Scoring 
Instrument 
Difference 
(points) 
Higher 
Scoring 
Instrument 
Difference 
(points) 
Higher 
Scoring 
Instrument 
1 16 SB5 19 SB5 10 SB5 
2 1  1  4  
3 9  5  15 SB5 
4 0  3  8  
5 8  8  6  
6 5  3  11 WPPSI-III 
7 7  4  14 WPPSI-III 
8 6  1  20 WPPSI-III 
9 5  0  7  
10 3  1  4  
11 3  8  10 SB5 
12 0  5  15 SB5 
13 7  7  15 WPPSI-III 
14 9  0  6  
15 1  1  4  
16 9  3  16 SB5 
17 1  4  2  
18 12 WPPSI-III 12 WPPSI-III 4  
19 7  1  17 SB5 
20 13 WPPSI-III 13 WPPSI-III 9  
21 6  2  15 WPPSI-III 
22 3  11 SB5 3  
23 9  10 SB5 9  
24 9  4  17 SB5 
25 1  3  3  
26 6  1  4  
27 2  7  7  
28 1  0  1  
29 7  0  7  
30 4  5  6  
31 10 SB5 3  12 SB5 
32 16 SB5 10 SB5 17 SB5 
33 12 SB5 22 SB5 1  
34 7  5  12 SB5 
35 10 WPPSI-III 8  10 WPPSI-III 
36 14 SB5 6  35 SB5 
 
 
